Job quality in Scotland by Sutherland, John
Strathprints Institutional Repository
Sutherland, John (2016) Job quality in Scotland. Scottish Affairs, 25 (3). 
337 -371. ISSN 0966-0356 , http://dx.doi.org/10.3366/scot.2016.0139
This version is available at http://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/57196/
Strathprints is  designed  to  allow  users  to  access  the  research  output  of  the  University  of 
Strathclyde. Unless otherwise explicitly stated on the manuscript, Copyright © and Moral Rights 
for the papers on this site are retained by the individual authors and/or other copyright owners. 
Please check the manuscript for details of any other licences that may have been applied. You 
may  not  engage  in  further  distribution  of  the  material  for  any  profitmaking  activities  or  any 
commercial gain. You may freely distribute both the url (http://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/) and the 
content of this paper for research or private study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes without 
prior permission or charge. 
Any  correspondence  concerning  this  service  should  be  sent  to  Strathprints  administrator: 
strathprints@strath.ac.uk
1 
 
JOB QUALITY IN SCOTLAND 
John Sutherland 
Abstract 
This article examines job quality and job satisfaction for individuals who are employed at workplaces 
located in Scotland. Using a series of indices constructed from responses in the survey of employees 
associated with the 2011 Workplace and Employment Relations Study, it investigates how job 
quality and job satisfaction differ across individuals. It also examines whether job quality and job 
satisfaction for individuals employed in Scotland are different from individuals employed elsewhere 
in Britain. Individuals employed at workplaces in Scotland are seen to have positive perspectives 
about the quality of their jobs. Although most maintain that they work very hard, nonetheless they 
are seen to have considerable control over most aspects of their jobs; are confident about their job 
security; and view their workplace managers as being supportive. In terms of differences across 
individuals, who have higher (lower) levels of job quality depends upon the index of job quality used. 
With the exception of their pay, individuals are seen to be satisfied with all aspects of their jobs, 
although the level of satisfaction does vary across individuals. There is little difference between 
employees located in Scotland and employees located elsewhere in Britain with respect to either job 
quality or job satisfaction.  
 
 
Keywords: Job quality: Job satisfaction: Workplace and Employment Relations Study, 2011 (WERS, 
2011): Survey of Employees 
 
Context and Motivation 
Although there are no universally accepted defining characteristŝĐƐŽĨǁŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ ‘ũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?
nevertheless there is a degree of unanimity that its potential impact is both extensive and profound 
at the level of the individual, the employing organisation and society at large. For example, and to 
illustrate, for ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?ũŽďƐĂƌĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůǁĞůů-being, skills use and 
skills development and good pay with ũŽďƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ďĂĚ ?ũŽďƐĂƌĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
physical and psychological illnesses, stress and job strain, low pay and in work poverty. For the 
employing 
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ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂƚƚŚĞůĞǀĞůŽĨŝƚƐǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ? ‘ŐŽŽĚ ? jobs are associated with a well-paid, committed and 
engaged workforce who enhance productivity, competitiveness and profitability ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ďĂĚ ?ũŽďƐ
are associated with high levels of sickness and absenteeism, poor levels of health and safety, and 
hence high levels of work related injury, and high levels of labour turnover. At the level of society as 
a whole, whereas a dominating prevalence ŽĨ ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?ũŽďƐƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐŐŽŽĚŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚpositive well-
being on the part of most if not necessarily all of the population ?ƚŚĞĐŽƐƚƐŽĨ ‘ďĂĚ ?ũŽďƐĂƌĞ
externalised to the tax and benefits systems, and are reflected in reduced tax revenues and high 
levels of health and welfare spending.  
That said job quality is a contextual concept. The meaning of what constitutes job quality is 
not self- ĞǀŝĚĞŶƚ ?tŽƌŬĞƌƐ ?ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐŽĨǁŚĂƚĂƌĞŐŽŽĚ ?ďĂĚũŽďƐvary; and what is deemed to be a 
 ‘ďĂĚ ?ũŽďďǇŽŶĞŵĂǇďĞĚĞĞŵĞĚƚŽďĞĂ ‘good ? job by another (Sutherland, 2012). 
There is a well-established history of policy relevant academic research which relates to job 
quality. However, job quality has entered the policy debate only within the last two decades 
principally as a consequence of influential publications from supranational organisations, notably the 
EU and the ILO. And, now, job quality has formally entered policy debate in Scotland. 
In June, 2015, the Economy, Energy and Tourism committee of the Scottish Parliament 
announced an inquiry into work, wages and wellbeing in the Scottish labour market that will explore 
how employment and job quality has changed since the recession. Its terms of reference include 
examining the characteristics and contrasting qualities of different jobs; the health, social and 
economic impacts of low pay and low quality work; and the extent to which Scottish Government 
policies can improve the quality of work and the wellbeing of workers in Scotland (Scottish 
Parliament, 2015).       
The numbers in employment in Scotland rose from 2.440 million in the first quarter of 2010 
to 2.622 million in the first quarter of 2015, an increase of 182,000 (or 7.5 per cent). Such an 
increase is typical rather than atypical of post-recession periods because the demand for labour 
increases as the economy re-expands to reach its pre-recessionary levels. Nevertheless, there has 
been considerable disquiet voiced about the quality of some of the jobs created during this 
particular period (e.g. Boyd, 2014: Darby et al, 2014: Fraser, 2015). For example the number of jobs 
created in low productivity-low paid sectors of the economy; the number of jobs created which are 
part time; the number of part time jobs held, often involuntarily, by individuals on zero-hours 
contracts; and the number of individuals described as self-employed. 
The nature of the employment contract and its conditions of employment, reflected in wage 
rates, hours of work available and earnings levels, for example, are important extrinsic features of 
job quality. The intrinsic features of work, however, such as the intensity with which individuals are 
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required to work and the extent of the discretion they have over their jobs are also important. There 
is much less statistical information available about these features of work, particularly in Scotland. 
Furthermore, job quality, however measured, influences job satisfaction, a constituent part of 
worker well-being which has also been an important addition to the policy agenda across Europe 
during this century (European Commission, 2001). Again, there is little statistical information about 
this for Scotland.  
There are many indices of job quality and job satisfaction (Green, 2006). This article makes 
use of several sets of indices of both which have their origin in responses to the survey of 
employees, a component of the Workplace and Employment Relations Study to address the 
following questions as they pertain to individuals employed at workplaces located in Scotland: 
 
x How do individuals rate their jobs, for example in terms of how hard they must work and the 
extent of their task discretion? Do these ratings differ according to the job aspect in 
question? Do they differ across individuals?; 
x How satisfied are individuals with their jobs? Does satisfaction differ according to the job 
aspect in question? Does it differ across individuals?; and 
x With reference to both job quality and job satisfaction, in what way are the perspectives of 
individuals employed at workplaces which are located in Scotland different from the 
perspectives of others employed at workplaces located elsewhere in Britain?  
 
The aims of the article are deliberately descriptive. Its novelty arises from its originality in 
presenting some quantitative answers to the questions posed. 
 
The Workplace and Employment Relations Study Data Set [1] 
The data set analysed in this article is a sub population of the matched merger of two data sets 
associated with the 2011 Workplace Employment Relations Study (hereafter WERS 2011) viz. 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐƚŚĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƉƌŽĨŝůĞ ? ?
and responses to the survey of employees.   
WERS 2011 is the sixth in a series of workplace surveys which map the changing contours of 
employment relations in Britain (Brown et al, 2009). The population sampled is all workplaces in 
Britain which have five or more employees operating in Sections C-S of the 2007 Standard Industrial 
Classification (i.e. Agriculture and Mining are excluded), where a workplace is defined as comprising 
the activities of a single employer at a single set of premises. The population sampled accounts for 
35 per cent of all workplaces and 90 per cent of all employees (van Wanrooy et al, 2013). 
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At each participating workplace, the most senior manager responsible for employment 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŚƵŵĂŶƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůǁĂƐŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĚ ?dŚŝƐŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ ? ?WƌŝŽƌƚŽƚŚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ?ƚŚŝƐŵĂŶĂŐĞƌǁĂƐĂƐŬĞĚƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝc profile of 
ƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ?dŚŝƐŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƉƌŽĨŝůĞ ? ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶǁĂƐƐŽƵŐŚƚƚŽ
distribute a self-completion questionnaire to employees at the workplace. Where the manager 
agreed, 25 employees were selected at random from a list of employees and invited to complete the 
questionnaire. At workplaces with fewer than 25 employees, each employee was invited to 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞ ?dŚŝƐŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ƐƵƌǀĞǇŽĨĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ? ? 
2,680 workplaces participated in the survey, of which 276 (10.3 per cent) were located in 
Scotland. 2,170 (in Scotland, 235) managers agreed to have the survey of employees conducted at 
their workplaces. 21,981 of the survey forms were returned, with 2,481 (10.9 per cent) of those 
returned coming from individuals at workplaces located in Scotland. The 2,481 employees constitute 
the (weighted) sub population which is analysed below. [2]   
 
Job Quality 
dŚĞĨŽĐŝĨŽƌŵŽƐƚĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂƌĞƚŚĞƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐŽĨĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐũŽďĂŶĚƚŚĞ
nature of his/her working environment (Brown et al, 2007: Karasek, 1979: Green, 2011: Green and 
Whitfield, 2009). There are four components to this which  ultimately constitute indices of job 
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇǀŝǌ ? ‘ũŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ? ‘ũŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽů ? ? ‘ũŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? ? 
 ‘:ŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? W ŽĨƚĞŶƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ ‘ǁŽƌŬŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇ ? ?'ƌĞĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? W is examined in the 
survey of employees by means of analysing responƐĞƐƚŽƚǁŽƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ P ‘ŵǇũŽďƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĂƚ/ 
ǁŽƌŬǀĞƌǇŚĂƌĚ ? ?ĂŶĚ ‘/ŶĞǀĞƌƐĞĞŵƚŽŚĂǀĞĞŶŽƵŐŚƚŝŵĞƚŽŐĞƚŵǇǁŽƌŬĚŽŶĞ ? ?dŚĞƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ
distribution of responses to these two statements is presented in Table 1. Although (approximately) 
four in five workĞƌƐĞŝƚŚĞƌ ‘ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĂŐƌĞĞ ?Žƌ ‘ĂŐƌĞĞ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƌũŽďƐƌĞƋƵŝ ƚŚĞŵƚŽǁŽƌŬǀĞƌǇŚĂƌĚ ?
ŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐŽŶůǇ ?ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ?ƚǁŽŝŶĨŝǀĞĞŝƚŚĞƌ ‘ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĂŐƌĞĞ ?Žƌ ‘ĂŐƌĞĞ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŐŝǀĞŶ
inadequate time to do this. 
Insert Table 1 near here 
 ‘:ŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽů ? W ŽĨƚĞŶƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ ‘ũŽďĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ ?Žƌ ‘ƚĂƐŬĚŝƐĐƌĞƚŝŽŶ ? ?<ĂƌĂƐĞŬ ? ? ? ? ? ? Wis
examined in the survey by asking employees about the extent of their influence over five features of 
their jobs viz. the tasks done; the pace of work; how the work is done; the order in which tasks are 
carried out; and the time work is started and finished.  The percentage distribution of responses to 
these questions is presented in Table 2. This table indicates that at least (approximately) 40 per cent 
ŽĨĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐŚĂǀĞ ‘ĂůŽƚ ?Žf control over four of the five work features specified. The exception is 
the time their work starts and finishes, over which 30 per cent (approximately) have no control 
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whatsoever. Again with the exception of the time work starts and finishes, only small minorities of 
employees have no control over the specified features of their work. 
Insert Table 2 near here 
 ‘:ŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?ŝƐŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞĚďǇĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ ‘/ĨĞĞůŵǇũŽďŝƐ
sĞĐƵƌĞŝŶƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ? ?dŚĞƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ of responses is reported in Table 3. 
Confidence in their job security is relatively high, with approximately three in five workers either 
agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement put, perhaps a surprisingly high percentage given 
the economic environment prevailing at the time of the survey (McManus and Perry, 2012). 
Insert Table 3 near here 
 ‘:ŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? W indicative of a supportive management which is assumed to help counter 
some of the effects of job demands (Wood, 2008) - is examined in the survey by asking employees 
about their perceptions of management at the workplace with regard to the six issues identified in 
column 1 of Table 4. Generally, employees view their workplace management to be supportive. With 
one exception, more than 50 per cent ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ‘ĂŐƌĞĞ ?Žƌ ‘ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĂŐƌĞĞ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐƉƵƚ ?dŚĞ
ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽ ‘ƉƌŽŵŝƐĞƐ ? ?ǁŚĞƌĞůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶ ? ?ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐƌĞƉŽƌƚƚŚĂƚ
managers can be relied upon to keep their promises. 
Insert Table 4 near here 
To investigate the manner in which these four components of job quality, both separately 
ĂŶĚŝŶƚŽƚĂů ?ǀĂƌǇďǇĨĂĐƚŽƌƐƐƵĐŚĂƐĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐŽĨ
the workplace at which he/she is employed, five indices of job quality are generated. First, the 
responses to each question/statement identified above for each of the four components of job 
quality are treated as scalar variables (where the highest (lowest) number is accorded to the highest 
(lowest) level of job quality), re-coding the original responses where necessary. Then these scalar 
variables are aggregated, where appropriate, to produce four separate indices of job quality. Finally, 
ƚŚĞĨŽƵƌƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞŝŶĚŝĐĞƐŽĨ ‘ũŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ? ‘ũŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽů ? ? ‘ũŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ?ƚŚƵƐ
geŶĞƌĂƚĞĚĂƌĞĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞĚƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĂŶŝŶĚĞǆŽĨ ‘ƚŽƚĂůũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?ĂĐŚŝŶĚĞǆŝƐƚŚĞŶƚŚĞŶĂŶĂůǇƐĞĚ
as a dependent variable in a series of ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions.  
The OLS model used to estimate the co-variates of these five indices of job quality conforms 
to convention viz.: 
  yi A?ɲA?yiɴA?ɸ 
ǁŚĞƌĞ ‘Ǉ ?ŝƐƚŚĞĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ?ɲĂĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ ?yĂǀĞĐƚŽƌŽĨŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĚĞŶŽƚĞ
the personal characteristics of the individual and the characteristics of the workplace at which 
ŚĞ ?ƐŚĞŝƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ ? ?ɴĂƐĞƚŽĨĐŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƐƚŽďĞĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚĂŶĚɸĂƌĂŶĚŽŵĞƌƌŽƌƚĞƌŵ ?tŽŽůĚƌŝĚŐĞ ?
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2009). Full details about the independent variables included in the model estimated may be seen 
from column 1 in Table A2 in the Statistical Appendix. [3]      
The detailed results of these estimations of the five indices of job quality are reported in 
Tables A2 through to A6 in the Statistical Appendix. Given the origin and the manner in which the 
indices were constructed, it is perhaps preferable to focus more upon the signs of the coefficients of 
the independent variables (and their levels of statistical significance) rather than their numerical 
values. In this respect, a coefficient which is positively (negatively) signed is interpreted as being 
positively (negatively) correlated with the appropriate dependent variable and, therefore, associated 
with higher (lower) levels of job quality, as measured by the index in question. 
From the perspective of the individual worker, jobs are indivisible, containing, to different 
degrees, attributes ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚǁŚĂƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ ‘ũŽďdĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ? ‘ũŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ ? ? ‘ũŽď
ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?ŝƚŝƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůƚŽďĞŐŝŶƚŚĞĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐǁŝƚŚ
Table A2, which reports the resultƐĂƐƚŚĞǇĂƉƉůǇƚŽ ‘ƚŽƚĂůũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƚŚƌĞĞƉŽŝŶƚƐŽĨŶŽƚĞ
in this table. First, total job quality is higher for individuals working in smaller workplaces (relative to 
the reference size category of 100 -199 employees). Secondly, in contrast, total job quality is lower 
for individuals who have a health problem; who are union members; and who work in the public 
sector. Thirdly, variables such as gender, age, graduate status, contract type and tenure are of no 
consequence. 
As it is constructed, hoǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ƚŽƚĂůũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ŝŶĚĞǆŝƐƚŚĞĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞŽĨŝƚƐĨŽƵƌ
constituent parts and it is important to note how some of the outcomes change when a 
disaggregated analysis is made of each of the four separate indices of job quality (cf. Tables A3  WA6 
in the Statistical Appendix). 
dŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƐŵĂůůǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞƐŝǌĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐĂƌĞŽĨĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞŽŶůǇŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨ ‘ũŽď
ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?/ŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƐŵĂůůǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞƐŵĂǇŚĂǀĞŚŝŐŚĞƌũŽď
quality in terms of their task discretion and managerial support, but not necessarily in terms of 
either work intensification or job security. In the disaggregated analysis, the health variable is 
ƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŽŶůǇŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ũŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ?/ŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐwho have a 
health problem have lower job quality in terms of work intensification, but not in the context of the 
three other constituent components of total job quality. Individuals who are union members have 
ůŽǁĞƌũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ ‘ũŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ? ‘ũŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?/ŶĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞ
ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ũŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? ?ƚŚŝƐǀĂƌŝĂďůĞŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇƐŝŐŶĞĚ ?ďƵƚŶŽƚƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ?WĞƌŚĂƉƐ
not surprisingly given the environment prevailing at the time of the survey, individuals who work in 
the public sector have lower levels of job quality across all four disaggregated indices, although only 
ƚŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚĨŽƌ ‘ũŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?ŝƐƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂůůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ? 
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Further, some of the variables which were of no consequence in the context of the 
ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƚŽƚĂůũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ƉƌŽǀĞƚŽďĞŽĨƐŽŵĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞŝŶƐŽŵĞƉĂƌƚƐŽĨƚŚĞĚŝƐĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞĚ
analysis. Indeed, the variable female is statistically significant in all four estimations. Females, 
relative to males, have higher levels of job quality ĨŽƌ ‘ũŽďĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐ ? ? ‘ũŽďƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? ?ĂŶĚ ‘ũŽďƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? ?
ďƵƚůŽǁĞƌůĞǀĞůƐŽĨũŽďƋƵĂůŝƚǇĨŽƌ ‘ũŽďĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? ?dŚĞƐĞƚ ŽĨǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐĚĞŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂŐĞĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐŝƐ
of occasional consequence. (Where all age categories are relative to the reference category of an 
individual aged 30  W 39) job quality in terms of job demands is higher for those in the under 21; 22 -
29; and 60 or over age categories. However, if not necessarily unexpectedly, job quality is lower in 
terms of job controls for those in the under 21 age category; and lower in terms of job security for 
those in the 40 -49 and 50 -59 age categories.  The variable denoting graduate status is statistically 
significant in one estimation. Individuals who are graduates, relative to those who are not, have 
higher levels of job quality in the context of job supports. The variable denoting the nature of the 
contract of employment held by individuals is of consequence in two estimations. Relative to 
individuals who have permanent contracts of employment, the reference category, individuals who 
do not hold permanent contracts of employment have higher levels of job quality in the context of 
job supports; but, not unexpectedly, lower levels of job quality in the context of job security. Finally, 
the set of variables denoting workplace tenure appear to be of little consequence. Only one variable 
is statistically significant  W that denoting that an individual has been employed at the workplace for 
less than one year  W and this is statistically significant in two estimations. Relative to those employed 
at the workplace for between two and five years, the reference category, individuals who have been 
employed at the workplace for less than one year have higher levels of job quality in terms of both 
job demands and job supports. 
Who have higher or lower levels of job quality, therefore, depends very much upon the 
index used to measure job quality.   
 
Job Satisfaction 
JŽďƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶŝƐĂŶĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ŽƌĞŵŽƚŝǀĞ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽǁĂƌĚƐǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐũŽď ?
although implicitly there is some element of comparison involved, for example with some alternative 
position such as another job previously held or a job held by another. Whereas mainstream 
economics presents work as a source of disutility, other perspectives suggest that some individuals 
in some circumstances may derive degrees of satisfaction from it (Spencer, 2009). There is a degree 
of consensus in the empirical literature about the principal determinants of job satisfaction. Ceteris 
paribus, males, individuals in their 30s, individuals with higher levels of education and individuals 
working in larger establishments tend to have lower levels of job satisfaction (e.g. Clark,1996: 
Gazioglu and Tansel, 2006).    
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In the survey of employees, job satisfaction is invesƚŝŐĂƚĞĚďǇĂƐŬŝŶŐ ‘ŚŽǁƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞĚ ?
individuals were with eight aspects of their jobs. These aspects are identified in column 1 of Table 5, 
which also reports the percentage distribution of responses across the five response options. In 
general, the picture presented is one of a satisfied workforce. Nonetheless, 18 per cent reported 
being either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the training received; 19 per cent reported being 
either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the opportunity to develop skills on the job; and (as much 
as) 33 per cent reported being either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the pay received.   
Insert Table 5 near here  
To investigate the manner in which job satisfaction in total varies by factors such as an 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƉĞrsonal characteristics and the characteristics of the workplace at which he/she is 
employed, the responses to each of the eight aspects are treated as scalar variables (where the 
highest (lowest) number is accorded to the highest (lowest) level of satisfaction); these numbers are 
then aggregated across the eight aspects of job satisfaction. Finally, the aggregate number is 
analysed as a dependent variable in an OLS regression model which contains the same set of 
independent variables used in the earlier regressions of job quality.   
 The results are reported in Table A7 in the Statistical Appendix and these are not too 
dissimilar from those obtained in previous studies of job satisfaction. 
Women, relative to men, report higher levels of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is also 
higher for those aged 60 and over (relative to the reference age category of 30  W 39); those with 
workplace tenure of less than one year (relative to the reference category of being employed at the 
workplace for two to less than five years); and those employed at workplaces with less than 100 
employees (relative to those employed at workplaces employing 100 -199, the reference category). 
However, the level of job satisfaction is lower for those aged 40 -49 (again relative to the 
appropriate reference category); those with a health problem; and those who work in the public 
sector (relative to those employed in the private sector, the reference category).  
 
Job Satisfaction and Job Quality 
Job satisfaction is one dimension of employee well-being, an increasingly important feature in the 
recent policy agenda (Layard, 2011). Further, psychological theories emphasise the salience of job 
quality as an influence upon employee well-being (Karasek, 1979). Consequently, an additional 
avenue for investigation is the nature of the co-relation which exists between the index of job 
satisfaction and the several indexes of job quality.  
This co-relation is examined in two ways, both applying the model outlined previously used 
to estimate job satisfaction. First, the index of total job quality is added as an independent variable 
to the set of variables in the original model. The results of this exercise are reported in Table A8 in 
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the Statistical Appendix. ^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ƚŚĞĨŽƵƌƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞŝŶĚŝĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵĞŶƚĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐŽĨ ‘ƚŽƚĂů ?
job quality are added as independent variables to the set of variables in the original model. The 
results of this exercise are reported in Table A9 in the Statistical Appendix. To economise on space, 
only the results for the additional variables are reported in each instance. 
In their different ways, the results of both regressions demonstrate the high positive co-
relation between job satisfaction and job quality. Further, the values of the respective coefficients in 
the second exercise illustrate the relative importance of the four discrete components of total job 
quality, with that for job security being much the largest. Inevitably, in both estimations, the 
inclusion of the additional variables makes marginal modifications to the values of the coefficients of 
the other variables relative to their values in the first estimation of job satisfaction. However, what is 
most apparent from the latter estimations is the manner in which the inclusion of the additional job 
quality related variables increases the value of the R-squared i.e. the fraction of the variance of the 
dependent variable job satisfaction which is explained is increased considerably.   
 
/Ɛ^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ‘ŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ? ? 
Thus far, what have been examined have been the determinants of job quality and job satisfaction 
for the sub population of individuals working at establishments which are located in Scotland in the 
WERS 2011 survey of employees. This prompts the ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ P “ƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚ W if at all  W does job 
quality and job satisfaction for individuals employed at workplaces located in Scotland differ from 
the job quality and job satisfaction of individuals working at establishments which are located 
elsewhere ŝŶƌŝƚĂŝŶ ? ?dhe workplaces about which individuals report their perspectives of job 
quality, variously measured, and express their levels of satisfaction with diverse aspects of their jobs 
do not exist in a geographical vacuum. The economic process often assigns particular functions or 
roles to particular places. As a consequence, the economic landscape is spatially differentiated and 
mĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚĂŶĚůĂďŽƵƌĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶĂĚũƵƐƚĞĚĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐůǇ ? And the 
spatial division of labour of labour which results, once manifest nationally is now apparent 
internationally, following globalisation (Dicken, 2014).  
This research question is addressed by repeating the five original estimations of job quality 
and the one estimation of job satisfaction for the whole population sampled in the survey of 
employees, and adding to the set of independent variables included in the original model a set of 
independent variables which denote the standard statistical regions (SSRs) of Britain.  
The results for these six re-estimations are reported in Tables A10 through to A15 in the 
Statistical Appendix. Again to economise on space, only the results for the independent variables 
ĚĞŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ^^ZƐĂƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ?/ŶƚŚĞƐĞĞƐƚŝŵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ‘^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ?ǁĂƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ
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ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ? ?ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ƐŝŐŶĞĚĐŽ ĨĨŝ ŝĞŶƚƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂů
regions which have higher (lower) levels of job quality, as indexed, and job satisfaction. [4] 
There are two outcomes worthy of note in the context of job quality. First, across the five 
estimations which relate to job quality, the principal feature is one of negatively signed coefficients 
for the nine SSRs. Indeed, relative to Scotland, job quality across all five indices is lower in five SSRs 
viz. Yorkshire and Humberside, East Midlands, the South East, the South West and the West 
Midlands. Partly by way of contrast, job quality is higher in Wales across four of the five indices, the 
exception being the estimation of job demands. Secondly, very few of these results are statistically 
significant. The results in the estimation of job demands index are an exception. Here, of the 
coefficients associated with the nine SSRs, five are statistically significant (and all are negatively 
signed).  
In the context of the estimation of job satisfaction, the pattern of positively/negatively 
signed coefficients of the SSRs is very different. Five are negatively signed and four are positively 
signed. However, only one is statistically significant. 
In general, therefore, there would appear to be little statistically significant difference in 
either job quality or job satisfaction between employees in workplaces located in Scotland and 
employees in workplaces located elsewhere in Britain. If there is a qualification it relates to the job 
demands index of job quality.  
 
Conclusions 
There are three statistical conclusions of consequence. First, individuals employed at workplaces in 
Scotland have generally positive perspectives about the quality of their jobs. Although most 
maintain that they must work very hard, nonetheless they have considerable control over most 
aspects of their jobs; they are confident about their job security; and they view their workplace 
managers as being supportive. In terms of differences across individuals, however, who have higher 
(lower) levels of job quality depends upon the index of job quality used. Secondly, with the 
exception of their pay, individuals are satisfied with all aspects of their jobs. Again the level of 
satisfaction (dissatisfaction) varies across individuals. Finally, there would appear to be little 
difference between employees in workplaces located in Scotland and employees in workplaces 
located elsewhere in Britain with respect to either job quality or job satisfaction  
The results reported in this article, however, are descriptive snapshots from the year 2011, 
obtained from a particular workplace survey which is GB based. What is required is a more 
sophisticated analysis of job quality and job satisfaction of employees in Scotland. In this analysis, if 
questionnaire responses are to be treated as scalar dependent variables in any estimation models, 
the complementary use of standardised coefficients is required. Certainly, there is a need to add a 
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quantitative element to the discussions about the correlations reported. Finally, there is a need for a 
process of hypotheses setting and hypotheses testing to examine why observed differences are as 
they are. To do so, however, requires a data set appropriate for this purpose.  
Hopefully, one conclusion which will emanate from the Economy, Energy and Tourism 
committee ?Ɛinquiry will be the need to devise and administer a survey which will produce a data set 
which will facilitate this type of analysis. Ultimately, however, both job quality and job satisfaction 
depend upon developments in the wider economy, notably the impacts of globalisation and 
technical change, and the practices of employers, for example about how they choose to make use 
of these technical changes in the way they organise work and how they choose to manage their 
human resources. Over time, therefore, as the impacts of these developments and practices change, 
so, too, job quality and job satisfaction change. For example, some good jobs can become bad jobs 
and some bad jobs can become even worse. Ideally one would also like to track and examine these 
changes. Any proposed survey, therefore, must be undertaken at regular intervals in the future.  
Only in this way will the necessary information be gathered to ensure that policies designed to 
improve the quality of work and the wellbeing of workers in Scotland will be evidence-based. 
 
 
Endnotes 
[1] The Workplace Employment Relations Study, 2011 was sponsored by: the Department for 
Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS), the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), the UK 
Commission for Employment and Skills (UKCES), the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service 
(ACAS) and the National Institute of Economic and Social Research (NIESR). The principal 
investigators were: BIS, ACAS, and NIESR.  The data were collected by NatCen Social Research. The 
data were deposited at the UK Data Archive (UKDA) by BIS. The data were accessed via UKDA. Crown 
copyright is held jointly with ESRC, UKCES, ACAS and NIESR. Crown copyright material is reproduced 
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŽŶƚƌŽůůĞƌŽĨ,D^KĂŶĚƚŚĞYƵĞĞŶ ?ƐWƌŝŶƚĞƌĨŽƌ^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ?EŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞ
above parties bears any responsibility for the analysis of the data set undertaken or any 
interpretation made from this analysis. The bibliographic citation for this data collection is: 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service and 
National Institute of Economic and Social Research, Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 2011 
[computer file]. Colchester, Essex: UK Data Archive [distributor], February, 2013. SN: 7226, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-7226-1.   
[2] For further information about the study design, the sampling process, sampling errors, weighting 
etc. refer to the Technical Appendix in van Wanrooy et al (2013).  
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[3] Given the nature of the independent variables in the model estimated, there is an inevitable 
degree of multicollinearity between some. The extent of this, however, is not deemed to be 
detrimental to the model specified and applied. 
[4] When observations have incomplete information across all the variables in the model, they are 
automatically dropped from the estimation in question. This explains why the number of 
observations reported differs across the estimations (and from the number of observations reported 
in Table A1). There is nothing that indicates that this process of elimination is anything other than 
random. 
[5] In the estimations which make use of the original full data set the differences between the values 
of the coefficients and the levels of the statistical significance of the other variables and the same for 
the Scotland sub population are negligible. 
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Table 1 
 ‘:ŽďĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ/ĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ 
 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree 
Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
Number 
of 
Observations 
My job requires that I work 
very hard 
34.7 47.4 14.2 3.0 0.4 2376 
I never seem to have 
enough time to get my work 
done 
15.4 25.7 29.4 25.4 3.9 2358 
  
Footnote to Tables 1  W 5:  
ůůƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞƐĂƌĞƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ?ŚĞŶĐĞƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůƐŵĂǇŶŽƚĞƋƵĂů ‘ ? ? ? ? ? 
 
Table 2 
 ‘:ŽďŽŶƚƌŽůƐ ? PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞ&ĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ/ĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ?ĂůůŽĨǁŚŝĐŚďĞŐŝŶ
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌĞĂŵďůĞ “/ŶŐĞŶĞƌĂů ?ŚŽǁŵƵĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞŽǀĞƌ Q ? ? 
 None A Little Some A Lot Number of 
Observations 
The tasks you do? 9.0 10.9 37.3 42.6 2386 
The pace at which you work? 7.9 11.8 38.4 41.6 2379 
How you do your work? 3.0 8.6 32.7 55.5 2381 
The order in which tasks are carried out? 4.5 8.9 32.8 53.6 2380 
The time at which work is started and finished? 31.3 13.4 23.9 31.2 2373 
 
Table 3 
 ‘:Žď^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ P “/ĨĞĞůŵǇũŽďŝƐƐĞĐƵƌĞĂƚ
ƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ? 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither Disagree nor 
Agree 
Agree Strongly Agree  Number of 
Observations 
4.2 12.7 20.9 45.2 16.8 2291 
 
Table 4 
 ‘:Žď^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ/ĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĞĂĐŚ
ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŝƐƉƌĞĨĂĐĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞ ‘DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŚĞƌĞ Q ? 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Disagree 
Nor Agree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Number of 
Observations 
Can be relied upon to keep 
their promises 
5.5  16.3 29.7 37.8 10.5 2366 
Are sincere in attempting to 
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?
views 
4.9 15.8 23.2 43.7 12.1 2372 
Deal with employees 
honestly 
4.6 13.3 25.4 43.9 12.6 2357 
Understand about 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ
outside work 
3.8 11.1 23.3 47.4 14.2 2353 
Encourage people to 
develop their skills  
3.6 11.7 25.6 44.8 14.0 2371 
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Treat employees fairly 5.2 13.6 24.6 41.7 14.6 2371 
 
  
 Table 5 
 ‘:Žď^ĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? PWĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨResponses by Job Aspect (Where the opening clause 
ƚŽĞĂĐŚŝƐ P “,ŽǁƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞĚĂƌĞǇŽƵǁŝƚŚ Q ? ? ? 
Aspect Very 
Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Neither 
Dissatisfied 
Nor 
Satisfied 
Satisfied Very 
Satisfied 
Number of 
Observations 
The sense of          
achievement from 
the work? 
2.2 5.6 18.9 51.2 21.9 2392 
The scope for 
using your own 
initiative? 
1.6 6.1 17.6 50.6 24.0 2393 
The amount of 
influence you 
have over your 
job? 
2.1 10.6 27.4 44.2 15.5 2374 
The training you 
receive? 
4.7 14.5 25.8 42.9 11.8 2378 
The opportunity 
to develop your 
skills in your job? 
5.0 14.9 27.4 39.7 12.7 2382 
The amount of 
pay you receive? 
10.2 23.3 22.7 36.3 7.3 2394 
Your job security 4.7 11.2 22.9 47.3 13.6 2331 
The work itself? 1.9 5.6 16.7 55.3 20.3 2393 
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Statistical Appendix 
Table A1 presents descriptive statistics for the dependent variables used in the estimations 
reported. 
 Tables A2  W A5 report the OLS regression results for the five estimations ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ‘ũŽď
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?
Table A7 reports the OLS regression results for the estimation of the dependent variable 
 ‘ƚŽƚĂůũŽďƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? 
  Tables A8 and A9 report the OLS regression results for job satisfaction when variables 
associated with job quality are included as independent variables in the model. 
Tables A10  W A15 report the regression results for the five estimations associated with job 
quality and the one estimation of job satisfaction when the full data set is used and when variables 
associated with the Standard Statistical Regions are included as independent variables.   
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Table A1 
Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables in the OLS Regressions Associated with  ‘:Žď
YƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘:Žď^ĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ĨŽƌƚŚĞ ‘^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ?^ƵďWŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ 
Variable Name Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Number of 
Observations 
Total Job Quality 10 58 39.09 7.95 2121 
Job Demands 2 10 4.61 1.62 2347 
Job Controls 0 15 10.45 3.57 2335 
Job Security 1 5 3.47 1.09 2291 
Job Supports 6 30 20.52 5.37 2288 
Total Job Satisfaction 8 40 20.52 5.37 2271 
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Table A2 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘Total Job Quality ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female .7429 .4640 0.109 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
-.2076 
 
.9450 
 
0.826 
  Aged 22  W 29 .8679 .7956 0.281 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49 -.6900 .5638 0.221 
  Aged 50 -59 .5028 .4756 0.291 
  Aged 60 or over 1.6681 .8063 0.039 
Graduate .6128 .4031 0.129 
Health problem -1.4880 .7599 0.050 
Union member -1.1400 .5386 0.034 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
1.2504 .8001 0.118 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
1.3059 
 
.7237 
 
0.071 
  1 to less than 2 years .2362 .8394 0.778 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years -.4337 .6026 0.472 
  10 years or more -.0983 .6001 0.870 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
3.3678 
 
.8554 
 
0.000 
  25 - 49 employees 2.0249 .9984 0.043 
  50  W 99 employees 1.2072 .8738 0.167 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees 1.7642 1.0202 0.084 
  500 or more employees .8654 .7138 0.225 
Working in the public sector -1.0909 .6148 0.076 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   1917 
F(36, 2574) =   8.19 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1213 
 
Footnote to Tables A2  WA6:   
Additionally, the regression included the following independent variables: whether unions were 
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ?ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƉĂǇĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ?ƚŚĞůŽŐŽĨƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨŚŽƵƌƐƚŚĞ
individual normally worked; and whether the individual worked at an establishment management 
declared had been affected by the recession. Details of these results are not reported because these 
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐǁĞƌĞƐĞĞŶƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇĂƐ ‘ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ‘ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇ ?ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ? 
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Table A3 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female -.5793 .0893 0.000 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
1.0651 
 
.1626 
 
0.000 
  Aged 22  W 29  .0602 .1264 0.040 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49  .1907 .1250 0.127 
  Aged 50 -59  .1043 .1203 0.386 
  Aged 60 or over  .4246 .1540 0.006 
Graduate -.1245 .0869 0.152 
Health problem -.3112 .1503 0.039 
Union member -.2500 .0990 0.012 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
-.1711 .2094 0.414 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
 .2767 
 
.1274 
 
0.030 
  1 to less than 2 years  .0428 .1627 0.793 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years  .1652 .1158 0.154 
  10 years or more  .0226 .1143 0.843 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
 .1396 
 
.2081 
 
0.502 
  25  W 49 employees -.0880 .2182 0.687 
  50  W 99 employees -.2173 .1815 0.231 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees  .1009 .2032 0.619 
  500 or more employees  .0952 .1642 0.562 
Working in the public sector -.1615 .1291 0.211 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   2107 
F(36, 2574) =   15.46 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1755 
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Table A4 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďControls ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female  .4007 .1930 0.038 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
-.1.0379 
 
.4558 
 
0.023 
  Aged 22  W 29  .2531 .3450 0.463 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49 -.0469 .2561 0.855 
  Aged 50 -59  .1278 .2422 0.598 
  Aged 60 or over  .6754 .4225 0.110 
Graduate  .2103 .1677 0.210 
Health problem -.4932 .3006 0.101 
Union member -.4907 .2305 0.033 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
 .5860 .3863 0.129 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
-.2657 
 
.3452 
 
0.441 
  1 to less than 2 years -.0011 .3415 0.997 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years  .0708 .2464 0.774 
  10 years or more  .3799 .2725 0.163 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
1.2515 
 
.3656 
 
0.001 
  25 - 49 employees .4768 .4023 0.236 
  50  W 99 employees  .7570 .3669 0.039 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees  .2362 .4947 0.633 
  500 or more employees .5641 .3327 0.090 
Working in the public sector -.1737 .2734 0.525 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   2096 
F(36, 2575) =   12.82 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1233 
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Table A5 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďSecurity ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female .1759 .0548 0.001 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
.1056 
 
.1370 
 
0.441 
  Aged 22  W 29 .0748 .0823 0.363 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49 -.2678 .0724 0.000 
  Aged 50 -59 -.1673 .0740 0.024 
  Aged 60 or over .0532 .1206 0.659 
Graduate -.1048 .0676 0.122 
Health problem .0137 .1028 0.893 
Union member .0393 .0580 0.498 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
-.5785 .1309 0.000 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
.0987 
 
.0864 
 
0.254 
  1 to less than 2 years -.0157 .1172 0.893 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years -.0225 .0821 0.783 
  10 years or more .0215 .0878 0.806 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
.0335 
 
.1193 
 
0.776 
  25 - 49 employees -.0562 .1084 0.604 
  50  W 99 employees .0985 .1117 0.378 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees  .0054 .1508 0.971 
  500 or more employees .0172 .0952 0.856 
Working in the public sector -.2702 .0796 0.001 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   2056 
F(36, 2574) =   4.17 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.0725 
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Table A6 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďSupports ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female .6791 .2955 0.022 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
-.8081 
 
.5952 
 
0.175 
  Aged 22  W 29 .1664 .4853 0.732 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49 -.5857 .3611 0.105 
  Aged 50 -59 .2847 .3363 0.397 
  Aged 60 or over .0743 .5501 0.893 
Graduate .7125 .3270 0.030 
Health problem -.7481 .5359 0.163 
Union member -.5898 .3223 0.067 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
1.2084 .4702 0.010 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
1.3974 
 
.4742 
 
0.003 
  1 to less than 2 years .1533 .5476 0.780 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years -.9766 .3892 0.012 
  10 years or more -.6656 .3759 0.077 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
2.1069 
 
.5860 
 
0.000 
  25 - 49 employees 1.6128 .7157 0.024 
  50  W 99 employees .4776 .6417 0.457 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees 1.5033 .6677 0.024 
  500 or more employees .4302 .5156 0.404 
Working in the public sector -.5234 .4241 0.217 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   2047 
F(36, 2575) =   6.61 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1225 
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Table A7 
K>^ZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘Total Job Satisfaction ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
Female 1.2254 .3178 0.000 
Age categories 
  Aged 21 or under 
 
-.4607 
 
.7382 
 
0.533 
  Aged 22  W 29 .1877 .5436 0.730 
  Aged 30 -39 (reference category)    
  Aged 40 -49 -.8738 .3665 0.017 
  Aged 50 -59 -.1569 .4249 0.712 
  Aged 60 or over 1.3570 .6724 0.044 
Graduate -.3522 .3072 0.252 
Health problem -1.3435 .5110 0.009 
Union member -.1896 .3268 0.562 
Not on a permanent contract of  
 Employment 
.6337 .5649 0.262 
Tenure categories 
  Less than 1 year 
 
1.9782 
 
.5803 
 
0.001 
  1 to less than 2 years .0413 .5787 0.943 
  2 to less than 5 years (reference 
  category) 
   
  5 to less than 10 years -.1013 .4164 0.808 
  10 years or more .3935 .4835 0.416 
Workplace size categories 
  Less than 25 employees 
 
1.2352 
 
.5736 
 
0.031 
  25 - 49 employees 1.1561 .5321 0.030 
  50  W 99 employees .9922 .5330 0.063 
  100 -199 employees (reference 
  category) 
   
  200 -499 employees .2750 .5663 0.627 
  500 or more employees .5779 .4619 0.211 
Working in the public sector -1.2701 .3710 0.001 
Constant    
    
Number of observations   2042 
F(36, 2574) =   11.37 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1333 
 
Footnote to Table A7: 
Refer to the footnote of Table A2. 
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Table A8  
K>^ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘dŽƚĂů:Žď^ĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
 ‘dŽƚĂů ?:ŽďYƵĂůŝƚǇ .5004 .0171 0.0000 
    
Number of Observations   1867 
F(37, 2572) =    49.06 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.5488 
 
Footnote to Tables A8 and A9: 
Additionally, the model estimated contained all the variables included in the previously reported 
regressions. 
 
Table A9 
K>^ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘dŽƚĂů:Žď^ĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
 ‘:ŽďĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? .1997 .0689 0.004 
 ‘:ŽďŽŶƚƌŽů ? .3892 .0362 0.000 
 ‘:Žď^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? 1.4675 .1066 0.000 
 ‘:Žď^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ? .4779 .0217 0.000 
    
Number of Observations   1867 
F(40, 2569) =   54.04 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.5852 
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Table A10 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďĞŵĂŶĚƐ ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North -.2019 .0822 0.014 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.0565 .1061 0.594 
East Midlands -.1933 .0852 0.023 
East Anglia -.1170 .0861 0.175 
South East -.0398 .0627 0.525 
South West -.0695 .0911 0.445 
West Midlands -.3075 .0696 0.000 
North West -.2859 .0933 0.002 
Wales -.2446 .0943 0.010 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   19301 
F(45, 1860) =   27.96 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1067 
 
Footnote to Tables A10  W A15 
For information on the additional independent variables included in the estimations, refer to the 
previous tables providing OLS results, together with the footnotes to these tables 
 
   
Table A11 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďControl ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North -.2363 .2575 0.359 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.2306 .1755 0.189 
East Midlands -.1571 .1967 0.425 
East Anglia -.4339 .2474 0.080 
South East -.3547 .1385 0.011 
South West -.2787 .1927 0.148 
West Midlands -.0840 .1745 0.630 
North West .0681 .1989 0.732 
Wales  .0365 .2263 0.872 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   19238 
F(45, 1862) =   22.77 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1051 
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Table A12 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďSecurity ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North .0070 .0734 0.924 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.1310 .0919 0.154 
East Midlands -.0182 .0603 0.762 
East Anglia .0078 .0727 0.914 
South East -.0837 .0460 0.069 
South West -.1061 .0759 0.163 
West Midlands -.0525 .0644 0.415 
North West -.1135 .0559 0.043 
Wales .0069 .0776 0.929 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   18948 
F(45, 1860) =   15.84 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.0876 
 
 
Table A13 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďSupport ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North .2338 .3068 0.446 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.2100 .3215 0.514 
East Midlands -.1288 .3044 0.672 
East Anglia -.6238 .3660 0.088 
South East -.1700 .2278 0.456 
South West -.0190 .2710 0.944 
West Midlands -.2367 .3179 0.457 
North West -.0935 .3042 0.758 
Wales .7904 .4495 0.079 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   18676 
F(45, 1859) =   18.43 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.0921 
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Table A14 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘Total Job Quality ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North .0181 .5068 0.971 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.5773 .4478 0.198 
East Midlands -.3764 .4673 0.421 
East Anglia -1.1639 .5729 0.042 
South East -.6404 .3290 0.052 
South West -.4391 .4136 0.289 
West Midlands -.6767 .4652 0.146 
North West -.4218 .4778 0.377 
Wales .6028 .5874 0.305 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   17582 
F(45, 1855) =   19.30 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.1042 
 
 
Table A15 
ZĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶZĞƐƵůƚƐ PĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚsĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘:ŽďSatisfaction ? 
Variable Coefficient Linearized 
Std. Err. 
P > |t| 
North .2737 .3395 0.420 
Yorkshire and Humberside -.3329 .3465 0.337 
East Midlands .2905 .3243 0.370 
East Anglia .3167 .3392 0.352 
South East -.5595 .2387 0.019 
South West -.1802 .3067 0.557 
West Midlands -.0228 .3532 0.956 
North West -.1220 .3256 0.708 
Wales .2859 .4238 0.500 
Scotland (reference category)    
    
Number of Observations   18708 
F(45, 1858) =   15.76 
Prob > F =   0.0000 
R-squared   0.0770 
 
 
